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Abstract

We used meta-analysis to advance our understanding of personality traits as antecedents of expatriate adjustment to international assignments and to test expatriate adjustment as a mediator linking the Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality to job performance and turnover intentions (k = 43; N = 7,007). Personality accounted for 20% of the variance in expatriate adjustment. Relative weight analyses indicated that extraversion generally accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance, though emotional stability and openness were important predictors as well. This pattern of findings was largely, but not completely, consistent across adjustment dimensions (i.e., general, interactional, work). Consistent with our expectations, meta-analytic path analysis indicated that adjustment mediated the relationships between the FFM and both expatriate job performance and turnover intentions. Implications for theory and practice are discussed.
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Practitioner Points

· Personality traits consistent with the Five Factor Model accounted for 20% of the variance in expatriate adjustment.
· Personality traits, particularly extraversion, emotional stability, and openness can be used for identifying employees who are well suited for international assignments.
· Career planning in multinational enterprises can make use of personality scores to determine who may be a good candidate for development for international assignments.
· Social support interventions (e.g., mentoring) should be provided when on assignment, particularly for introverted expatriates, to facilitate adjustment.

Personality and expatriate adjustment: A meta-analysis
	As the number of expatriate assignments continues to rise (Brookfield, 2015), so has research into expatriate adjustment (Kraimer, Bolino, & Mead, 2016). Research interest in expatriate adjustment largely stemmed from a desire to curtail failure rates of overseas assignments (Black, 1988). Although estimates of failure rates vary, assignment failure is nonetheless costly and a source of concern (Forster, 1997; Harzing, 1995). Decades of theoretical development and empirical research findings indicate that an expatriate’s psychological comfort with aspects of life in a foreign country has important implications for retention, job performance, and wellbeing (Hechanova, Beehr, & Christiansen, 2003; Mol, Born, Willemsen, & van der Molen, 2005). Given the importance of expatriate adjustment from the perspective of a variety of stakeholders (e.g., expatriates, their families, organizations; Takeuchi, 2010), substantial research interest has been dedicated to understanding its determinants (Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, & Luk, 2005; Black, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 1991; Harrison, Shaffer, & Bhaskar-Shrinivas, 2004).
A prominent theoretical model of expatriate adjustment put forth in Black et al. (1991) conceptualizes adjustment as deriving from the adequacy with which expatriates deal with uncertainty associated with the international assignment. Low adjustment is an expression of felt stress, and factors that impact uncertainty are conceptualized as stressors (Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005). This model is therefore considered a specific application of a generic stressor-stress-strain model (Harrison et al., 2004). 
	The Black et al. (1991) model considered only a small number of individual differences variables. Leiba-O’Sullivan (1999) distinguished between dynamic and stable competencies required for successful expatriate adjustment. Dynamic competencies – those that can be acquired and thus improve over time through experience or training (e.g., cultural knowledge, relational skills) – were emphasized in the Black et al. (1991) model. Stable competencies, or personality traits – those that are unique to the expatriate and tend to remain relatively stable within-person across time – were not. Despite this, a large body of research has since emerged aimed at understanding the impact of personality traits on expatriate adjustment (e.g., Albrecht, Dilchert, Deller, & Paulus, 2014; Caligiuri, 1995, 2000a; Huang, Chi, & Lawler, 2005; Shaffer, Harrison, Gregersen, Black, & Ferzandi, 2006; Tsang, 2001).
Personality traits are latent propensities to behave in a particular manner in response to a particular situation. They are hypothesized to guide expatriate responses to uncertainties faced on assignment, which would ultimately impact adjustment (Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1999; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997). However, several issues present in the existing literature preclude the ability to draw firm conclusions concerning the role of personality traits as determinants of expatriate adjustment.
	One issue concerns the variety of personality traits assessed in the literature. While some research has relied on well-accepted frameworks of personality traits, other studies have examined the impact of specific traits. This practice makes it difficult to meaningfully compare findings across studies. Further, by proposing and examining the impact of various specific traits, this literature has developed in a piecemeal fashion. Many of these traits can be integrated within the Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality (Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1999; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997; Shaffer et al., 2006). 
Another issue is that, even among studies that have examined the impact of the FFM, varied and contradictory findings have been reported. As an example, Freeman and Olson-Buchanan (2013) found that only agreeableness and openness predicted adjustment criteria, whereas Stierle, von Dick, and Wagner (2002) found that it was only emotional stability and extraversion that had an effect. Meanwhile, Huff, Song, and Gresch (2014) found that it was only emotional stability, openness, and conscientiousness that predicted adjustment. It is also the case that, for all of the FFM traits, both negative and positive relationships with expatriate adjustment have been identified (e.g., Downes, Varner, & Hemmasi, 2010; Huang et al., 2005; Robinson, 2003; Van der Bank & Rothmann, 2006). 
Despite the large literature that has addressed personality-expatriate adjustment relationships, no firm conclusions can currently be gleaned. Such variation in findings could be the result of statistical artifacts, which must be accounted for to derive generalizable conclusions from the literature and advance theory and practice (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 2017; Viswesvaran, Ones, Schmidt, Le, & Oh, 2014). Further, variation in findings could also be due to characteristics that vary between studies acting as moderators. That is to say, the various studies could also have found differing results because, to a degree, they are evaluating distinct population correlations (Tett, Hundley, & Christiansen, 2017; Schmidt, Viswesvaran, Ones, & Le, 2017).
	In the present study, we help to clarify this literature by carrying out a comprehensive meta-analysis of personality-expatriate adjustment correlations. To facilitate such an integrative review, we draw on the FFM of personality as an organizing framework. As many different personality traits can be encompassed within the model, it provides a framework for categorizing the different traits assessed in the existing literature (Digman, 1989). In addition to summarizing point estimates of population correlations, our meta-analysis addresses additional key issues in the literature: the cultural fit hypothesis and adjustment as a mediator linking the FFM to expatriate performance and turnover intentions.
Expatriate Adjustment
Expatriate adjustment refers to an expatriate’s level of psychological comfort with aspects of the foreign work environment. On assignment, expatriates experience uncertainty and demands that can be mismatched with their personal resources (Black & Gregersen, 1991; Caplan, Cobb, French, Van Harrison, & Pinneau, 1975; McGrath, 1976). To cope with these demands, expatriates must modify their behaviors and attitudes to explore which behaviors and attitudes are appropriate for the particular cultural setting (Black et al., 1991). Coping ineffectively with these stressors results in maladjustment, whereas modifying behaviors and attitudes promotes adjustment. In their theoretical model, Black et al. (1991) explicated a number of characteristics that would act to inhibit or promote adjustment. In a comprehensive meta-analytic test, the model’s propositions were largely supported (Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005).
In terms of our understanding of the expatriate adjustment construct itself, Black (1988) described a 3-dimensional model. General adjustment speaks to comfort with every-day-life experiences in the new culture (e.g., food, weather, transportation). Interactional adjustment is one’s level of comfort interacting with host nationals. Work adjustment refers to comfort with respect to one’s foreign work roles. Although conceptually distinct, a positive manifold exists across the three dimensions and meta-analytic evidence generally has not supported differential validity across these dimensions (Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005). Thus, while drawing on the three-dimensional model described here in our analyses, in our hypothesis development section, we do not propose differing relationships across dimensions. 
The FFM of Personality
Personality traits are latent enduring characteristics that lead individuals to respond in a characteristic manner to a particular situation (Roberts, 2009). The FFM of personality is arguably the most well-accepted model of personality (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). According to the FFM, between-person differences in personality can be characterized according to five broad factors: emotional stability, openness, extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness (Digman, 1989). The model is hierarchical in that the personality factors are higher-order factors, each encompassing more narrow personality dimensions or facets (Digman, 1990). By providing a comprehensive framework for the structure of individual differences in personality, the FFM has been invaluable for clarifying the state of various literatures involving personality (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Clarke, & Robertson, 2005, 2008; Harari, Rudolph, & Laginess, 2015; Salgado, 1997; Salgado, Anderson, & Tauriz, 2014). 
Emotional Stability. Emotional stability speaks to even-temperedness. Individuals who are high in emotional stability display a generalized tendency to cope well with life’s challenges (John et al., 2008). Conversely, individuals who are low in emotional stability tend to have stronger emotional reactions to stressful events than those who are high in emotional stability, resulting in a greater degree of felt stress (Suls & Martin, 2005). Emotionally stable expatriates would be better able to manage their emotional reactions to uncertainties faced overseas (e.g., role conflict, role ambiguity; Black et al., 1991) than less emotionally stable expatriates, resulting in less stress and therefore, greater adjustment.
Emotional stability also affects how expatriates cope with stressors. Individuals who are low in emotional stability use immature coping strategies, such as confrontive and escape-avoidance coping, which exacerbate the effect of stressors on felt stress (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). This is especially important when considering that the ability to deal effectively with stress continuously emerges as a determinant of expatriate adjustment (Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985). Because emotionally stable expatriates are better able to both manage their reactions to stressors and cope productively with stressors, we predict the following: 
Hypothesis 1: Emotional stability is positively related to expatriate adjustment.
Openness. Openness refers to complexity of mental experiences and encompasses traits such as intellectance, curiosity, creativity, and open-mindedness (John et al., 2008). Stressors posed by international assignments often center around novelty and ambiguity (Black et al., 1991). Because open individuals have open minds towards change and are welcoming of new and unusual experiences (Fitzgerald, 1966), they perceive ambiguous and novel situations as being desirable (Budner, 1962). 
Further, a major source of stress faced by expatriates concerns the need to adjust behaviors to fit cultural norms and expectations, which requires an understanding of why host nationals behave in the manner that they do (Black et al., 1991). As noted in Mendenhall and Oddou (1985), this hinges upon “The ability to make correct attributions about the reasons or causes of host-nationals’ behavior” (p. 42).
Attributional processes occur in a quick and automatic fashion based upon limited information (Gilbert, Krull, & Peham, 1988; Newman & Uleman, 1993). New information can be used to revise initial attributions, but this only occurs through effortful cognitive processes (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988). Individuals who are high in openness have both a greater capacity for information processing (DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2005) and tend to derive enjoyment from effortful cognitive information processing (Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996). They would be more likely to deeply consider the meaning of host-national behavior and revise and update their initial attributions as additional information becomes available (Brookings, Zembar, & Hochstetler, 2003). This more accurate understanding of the meaning of host-national behavior would reduce uncertainty and therefore promote adjustment (Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1999). 
Hypothesis 2: Openness is positively related to expatriate adjustment
	Extraversion. Extraversion speaks to an energetic disposition towards the social world and encompasses facets such as assertiveness, sociability, and gregariousness (John et al., 2008). The ability to develop appropriate behavioral repertoires for the new culture is facilitated by developing close relationships, as expatriates will be mentored and guided by their close friends formed on assignment (Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Toh & DeNisi, 2007). In addition to general proclivities towards interpersonal interactions leading extraverted expatriates to be more comfortable in their interactions with host-nationals (i.e., interactional adjustment), being able to interact effectively with other expatriates and host-nationals facilitates the receipt of important information concerning “what is expected and how they are doing regarding those expectations” (Black et al., 1991, p. 308). Such interactions could also lead to close friendships, which provide emotional support; this can help to buffer the effect of stressors faced on assignment on felt stress (Farh, Bartol, Shapiro, & Shin, 2010). 
Extraverted expatriates, because of their preferences for social interactions and tendency to build large social networks, would be more likely to build relationships with other expatriates and host nationals as compared to expatriates who are low in extraversion (Swickert, Rosentreter, Hittner, & Mushrush, 2002). These larger and denser social networks would lead extraverted expatriates to receive greater informational and emotional support from others (Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000; Farh et al., 2010), which would facilitate adjustment across dimensions.
Hypothesis 3: Extraversion is positively related to expatriate adjustment
Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness speaks to goal-directed impulse control and encompasses facets such as achievement-orientation, diligence, and detail-orientation (John et al., 2008). Successful adjustment to an international assignment is facilitated by planning and preparation (i.e., anticipatory adjustment; Black et al., 1991). Each expatriate plans and prepares for their international assignments differently, and some of those differences are likely to be due to variation in conscientiousness. 
Individuals who are high in conscientiousness perform at a high level in academic and occupational environments (including training programs) because they are detail-oriented, responsible, goal-oriented, and high achievers (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993; Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002; Diseth, 2003; Poropat, 2009). Because of these characteristics, conscientious expatriates are likely to be better prepared for international assignments, having accumulated a good deal of knowledge about the host county culture, behavioral expectations, language, etc.. Conscientious expatriates thus experience less culture shock and are more likely to exhibit culturally appropriate behaviors and attitudes when in the host country, facilitating adjustment (Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005; Black et al., 1991). 
Hypothesis 4: Conscientiousness is positively related to expatriate adjustment.
Agreeableness. Agreeableness refers to a pro-social orientation and includes facets such as altruism and affection (John et al., 2008). Because agreeable expatriates are motivated to get along with others and maintain harmonious relationships (Koole, Jager, van den Berg, Vlek, & Hofstee, 2001), when interacting with host-country nationals, they are likely to attempt to anticipate and conform to host-country national cultures and needs. As noted in Huang et al. (2005) when describing expatriates who are high in agreeableness: “They will learn to appreciate how locals conduct things and solve interpersonal problems by seeking harmonious relationships with others” (p. 1661). 
This approach to engaging with host-country nationals should facilitate the formation of friendships. Expatriates who are low in agreeableness would be more likely than those who are high to express a measure of hostility or less of a desire to conform to the needs of host-country nationals in their interpersonal interactions (Koole et al., 2001), which should harm their ability to form friendships. Considering the importance of close friendships in facilitating adjustment as discussed already (Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985), we predict a positive relationship between agreeableness and expatriate adjustment. 
Hypothesis 5: Agreeableness is positively related to expatriate adjustment.
Additional Contributions
Adjustment Dimensions. Research has long contended that different dimensions of adjustment (i.e., general, interactional, work) would be impacted by different predictors (Black et al., 1991). However, subsequent tests have yielded mixed evidence of such cross-domain effects. Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al. (2005), across a wide-range of meta-analytic comparisons, observed that adjustment dimensions correlated similarly with a range of other variables (note, however, that in some instances, differential relationships did exist). Relationships between adjustment and, for example, previous overseas experience, self-efficacy, various forms of support, and various other correlates did not vary by dimension. They explained this phenomenon by drawing upon role stress theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Namely, that stress experienced in one life domain can impact stress in other domains. Experiences of maladjustment in one dimension can therefore permeate to other dimensions. Because of this mixed support, we do not predict variation across dimensions, but do address the possibility in our analyses.
Adjustment as a Mediator. One rationale for the importance of expatriate adjustment, described earlier, is its role as a predictor of other important criteria, such as performance and turnover intentions. In terms of the former, expatriates have by-and-large demonstrated proficiency in performing their work domestically and a primary challenge in performing effectively concerns adaptation to the new context (Caligiuri, Tarquie, & Jacobs, 2009). That is, poor adjustment would act as an impediment to effective performance. For example, the performance of poorly adjusted expatriates can be affected by psychological strain (Lee & Sukoco, 2008) and poorer availability of resources (e.g., time, effort, attention; Shaffer, Harrison, Gilley, & Luk, 2001). In this meta-analysis, we test the personality-adjustment link and prior meta-analyses have established the adjustment-performance and personality-performance links. We take the next step of investigating the effects of personality on performance through adjustment.  
In terms of turnover intentions, poor adjustment to the new cultural context is a frequently noted motive for early return (Black, 1988). Further, prior research has reported links between expatriate personality traits and turnover intentions (e.g., Caligiuri, 2000b). Given the role of adjustment as a proximal determinant of expatriate turnover intentions (Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005; Hechanova et al., 2003), it is a likely mechanism through which expatriate personality influences turnover intentions. Thus, in addition to cumulating personality-expatriate adjustment correlations, we carry out a meta-analysis of personality-turnover intention correlations in expatriate samples, allowing us to test adjustment as a mediator linking personality to performance and turnover intentions of expatriates.
Hypothesis 6: The relationships between the FFM and expatriate performance is 
mediated through expatriate adjustment.
Hypothesis 7: The relationships between the FFM and expatriate turnover intentions is 
mediated through expatriate adjustment.
Method
Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria
	To identify relevant studies, we first searched Social Sciences Premium Collection, ABI Inform, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses, International Bibliography of the Social Sciences, Sociology Collection, SciTech Premium Collection, Applied Social Sciences Index & Abstracts, Education Collection, Education Database, Social Science Database, ERIC, Military Database, Sage Journals, PsycInfo, and PsycArticles for articles that contained either “expatriate” or “sojourner” and any of the following: personality, "big five," "five factor model," “openness,” “conscientiousness,” “extraversion,” “extroversion,” “agreeableness,” "emotional stability," "neuroticism," "trait affectivity," "positive affectivity," "negative affectivity," or "individual factors" in the abstracts or titles. Second, we forward searched early, well-cited articles into expatriate personality traits (i.e., Caligiuri, 2000a, 2000b, Harrison et al., 1996). In terms of the forward search, we screened abstracts in order to exclude those that did not report primary quantitative data (e.g., literature reviews) or did not make use of expatriate samples (e.g., study abroad students). 
In total, we identified 349 potentially relevant studies. To be included in our analyses, the study had to make use of an expatriate sample and report zero-order correlations between a personality trait that can be classified within the FFM framework and either a measure of expatriate adjustment that was consistent with the Black (1988) typology or a measure of turnover intentions. Among the identified studies, 63 did not use expatriate samples, 27 did not measure a needed dependent variable, 72 did not measure a relevant trait, 49 did not measure a relevant trait or a needed dependent variable, 4 were not in English, 87 were not quantitative (e.g., reviews, conceptual, qualitative), 3 reported data that overlapped with other included studies, and 4 studies didn’t report needed data. Thirty-two studies were identified that reported personality-adjustment correlations, 2 studies were identified that reported personality-turnover intention correlations, and 6 studies were identified that reported personality correlations with both dependent variables. Ultimately, our meta-analysis included correlations derived from 40 studies and 43 independent samples.	
Two studies reported samples that, although not composed entirely of expatriates, were composed primarily of expatriates (Evans, 2012; Swagler & Jome, 2005), and were included in our analyses. Only a few studies reported other-ratings of adjustment in addition to self-ratings. Because other-ratings were rare, we emphasized self-ratings in our analyses.
Coding Procedures 
	Coding was carried out by the first four authors. The first author coded all studies and they were also split between the second, third, and fourth authors. Thus, each study was coded twice and independently. All coding discrepancies were resolved between the authors and thus, 100% agreement was ultimately attained. Studies were coded for sample size, correlations, and reliabilities. Where necessary, composite correlations and reliabilities were computed using the methods outlined in Hunter and Schmidt (2014).
Where personality measures were not explicit measures of one of the factors from the FFM, we followed a standard procedure used in meta-analyses of the FFM (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Clarke, & Robertson, 2005; Harari et al., 2015; Salgado, 1997). First, where applicable, we turned to the taxons put forth in Hough and Ones (2001). Second, where necessary, the authors independently determined if the scale fit within the FFM framework by relying on construct validity evidence (e.g., studies into the scale’s nomological network) and inspection of the items. Coefficients that contributed to our meta-analysis are reported in Appendix A.
	The open-mindedness subscale of the MPQ (van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000) was classified as an indicator of openness. The social initiative subscale of the MPQ and trait positive affectivity were classified as indicators of extraversion. The emotional stability subscale of the MPQ and trait negative affectivity were classified as indicators of emotional stability. Achievement efficacy was classified as an indicator of conscientiousness.
Analyses

Random effects meta-analytic procedures were carried out following the recommendations of Schmidt and Hunter (2014). For each relationship, we calculated sample size-weighted mean correlations. To estimate population correlations (i.e., ), we corrected for the biasing effect of measurement error in predictor and criterion scores using artifact distributions comprised of coefficient alphas collected from primary studies (see Table 1). Following this, we calculated corrected sample size-weighted standard deviations of correlations, the percentage of variance in correlations that could be attributed to statistical artifacts (i.e., %Var), 80% credibility intervals, and 95% confidence intervals. 
These analyses were carried out for each of the FFM traits and overall adjustment as well as each adjustment dimension. In order to evaluate if FFM-adjustment relationships varied by adjustment dimension, we evaluated overlap in (1) 95% confidence intervals and (2) 80% credibility intervals around each point estimate. For example, for relationships involving emotional stability, estimates of population correlations with (1) general, (2) interactional, and (3) work adjustment were calculated. If the 95% confidence intervals around these estimates did not overlap, it would suggest that the differences between these relationships were greater than what we would expect due to uncertainty associated with remaining sampling error (that is to say, although meta-analysis reduces sampling error in point estimates, it is not necessarily always eliminated). If the 80% credibility intervals around these estimates did not overlap, it would suggest that the distribution of population correlations underlying the effect did not overlap; that, although there are multiple population correlations underlying many of the effects, the range in which these population correlations are likely to fall differs.
---Insert Table 1 about here---While understanding bivariate personality-adjustment relationships is useful, it is also necessary to understand the effect of personality factors on adjustment as a set using multiple regression analyses (Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007). Multiple regression, however, does not provide information concerning the relative contribution of each predictor variable towards explained variance (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011). When predictors in a regression model are intercorrelated, the beta-weights do not accurately convey the relative contribution of each predictor in the model towards predicted variance. Because the five factors of the FFM are, in fact, intercorrelated, the beta-weights in these models will not tell us the relative contribution that each personality trait makes to the predicted variance in adjustment.
This issue is addressed by relative weight analyses (RWA; see Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011). RWA can be thought of as dividing the R2 from the regression model among the predictors included in the model according to the predictors contribution to explained variance in the criterion. This is signified by the relative weights and expressed as a percentage of the total R2 by re-scaled relative weights. These analyses were carried out using RWA-web (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). In addition to being able to evaluate the relative contribution of correlated predictors to the prediction of a single criterion variables, multivariate RWA allows us the evaluate the relative contribution of the FFM traits towards the prediction of the three adjustment dimensions as a set (LeBreton & Tonidandel, 2008). 
Although developed as a statistical procedure to partition variance among correlated predictors, RWA does not solve the problem of multicolinearity among predictors in a regression model. To the extent that overlap between predictors is due to construct redundancy, the relative weights will understate their impact, as the overall importance of the construct towards predicted variance will be divided among the two redundant variables (vs. isolated to one). Another approach for partitioning variance among correlated predictors is residualization (Salgado et al., 2015), which cannot be carried out using meta-analytic data.
To test adjustment as a mediator of the FFM-expatriate performance relationships, we specified two regression models (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hayes & Rockwood, 2017). First, we regressed adjustment onto the FFM (already described above). Second, we regressed performance onto adjustment and the FFM. The paths from the FFM to adjustment are the a paths, the path from adjustment to performance is the b path, and the paths from the FFM to performance are the c paths. The indirect effects are taken as the products of the a and b paths (i.e., ab). Following the joint significance test, which research suggests provides the best balance of type 1 error rates and statistical power (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002), a significant indirect effect exists if both the a and b paths are statistically significant. The same procedures as described above were repeated for another series of models whereby turnover intentions was the dependent variable. Although bootstrapping 95% confidence intervals around an indirect effect is a desirable way to evaluate the significance of an indirect effect (e.g., Hayes & Rockwood, 2017), it is not possible given that we are not using primary data. The approach used to evaluate significance of an indirect effect described here (i.e., joint significance test) is amenable to meta-analytic data (Harari, Manapragada, & Viswesvaran, 2017; MacKinnon et al., 2002).
Carrying out the regression, relative weight, and path analyses required building a correlation matrix between all variables included in a given analysis (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). The correlation matrices used (merged into one matrix to conserve space) are reported in Appendix B. Several needed correlations were derived from prior meta-analyses; the source of each true score correlation is noted in the referenced Appendix. The sample size used for each analysis was the harmonic mean of the pooled N across cells. 
Results
 Results of the meta-analyses of FFM-expatriate adjustment relationships are reported in Table 2. Hypothesis 1 predicted that emotional stability is positively related to expatriate adjustment. Results of our meta-analysis indicated a population correlation of  = .29 between emotional stability and overall adjustment. Further, the 95% confidence intervals did not include zero. These results support hypothesis 1. In terms of adjustment dimensions, we observed non-zero population correlations between emotional stability and (a) general ( = .22), (b) interactional ( = .19), and (c) work ( = .29) adjustment dimensions. No meaningful differences in relationships between the dimensions were observed; both the 95% confidence intervals and 80% credibility intervals around these estimates overlapped.
---Insert Table 2 about here---
Hypothesis 2 predicted that openness is positively related to expatriate adjustment. Findings were consistent with this prediction. The population correlation between openness and overall adjustment was  = .24 and the CI for this relationship did not include zero. In terms of adjustment dimensions, results supported a positive association. Specifically, the population correlations between openness and general, interactional, and work adjustment dimensions were  = .19, .22, and .22, respectively. Inspection of the 95% confidence intervals and 80% credibility intervals indicates that these effects were all non-zero and did not meaningfully differ from one another.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that extraversion was positively related to expatriate adjustment. We observed a population extraversion-overall adjustment correlation of  = .30. Further, this relationship was non-zero. Hypothesis 3 was therefore supported. In terms of adjustment dimensions, we observed positive, non-zero relationships between extraversion and general, interactional, and work adjustment of  = .27, .24, and .26, respectively. None of these values differed meaningfully from one another.
Hypothesis 4 predicted that conscientiousness is positively related to expatriate adjustment. Results indicated a non-zero population conscientiousness-overall adjustment correlation of  = .19 (see Table 2). In terms of adjustment dimensions, we observed positive, non-zero relationships between conscientiousness and general ( = .13), interactional ( = .16), and work adjustment ( = .24) dimensions. These values did not differ meaningfully from one another.
Hypothesis 5 predicted that agreeableness is positively related to expatriate adjustment. Results supported this prediction (see Table 2). The population correlation between agreeableness and overall expatriate adjustment was  = .23 and non-zero. Turning to our analyses involving adjustment dimensions, we observed evidence suggesting that agreeableness was related to general ( = .14), interactional ( = .19), and work ( = .15) adjustment dimensions. These relationships did not differ meaningfully from one another. 
Results of our regression and relative weight analyses are reported in Table 3. In terms of overall adjustment, the five personality factors accounted for 20% of the variance [R2 = .20, F = 816.83, p < .001]. As indicated in Table 3, the beta-weights associated with each of the five personality factors were statistically significant, suggesting that, even when controlling for each of the other five personality factors, they each have a non-zero impact on expatriate adjustment. The relative weight analysis gives greater insight into the relative contribution of each of the five personality factors towards predicted variance in overall expatriate adjustment. These results suggested that it was extraversion that accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance in overall adjustment (R-RW = 31.99%), followed by emotional stability (R-RW = 23.32%), and openness (R-RW = 20.23%). 
---Insert Table 3 about here---
In terms of the adjustment dimensions, the five personality factors explained a smaller percentage of variance in each as compared to overall adjustment. Specifically, the five personality factors accounted for 13%, 13%, and 19% of the variance in general [R2 = .13, F = 314.60, p < .001], interactional [R2 = .13, F = 326.23, p < .001], and work adjustment [R2 = .19, F = 493.24, p < .001], respectively. In terms of general adjustment, the beta-weights associated with each of the five personality factors were statistically significant for all personality factors. The relative weights indicated that extraversion, again, accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance (R-RW = 43.86%). This was, again, followed by emotional stability (R-RW = 21.38%) and openness (R-RW = 19.81%). 
In terms of interactional adjustment, the beta-weights associated with each of the five personality factors were statistically significant. Results of our relative weight analysis indicated that extraversion accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance in interactional adjustment (R-RW = 31.58%), followed by openness (R-RW = 28.12%). Finally, in terms of work adjustment, results of the regression analysis indicated that all of the five personality factors aside from agreeableness were significant predictors. RWA results indicated that emotional stability (R-RW = 26.46%), extraversion (R-RW = 26.31%), and conscientiousness (R-RW = 24.31%) made the greatest contribution to predicted variance. 
Results of our multivariate relative weight analyses were parallel to those observed for overall adjustment. Extraversion accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance (R-RW = 30.64%), followed by emotional stability (R-RW = 21.87%) and openness (R-RW = 20.97%). The primary difference between these analyses was observed in the R2. Our results indicated that personality accounted for a greater proportion of variance in overall adjustment (20%) as compared to the dimensions (9%). The traits encompassed by the FFM are broad, being construed at a high level of abstraction. For overall analyses, the bandwidth of the traits matches more closely the bandwidth of the criteria, which could help to explain the stronger multiple correlations observed when adjustment is operationalized at the overall vs. dimensional level (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996). Personality facets might better predict adjustment dimensions. In summary, when assessing the five personality factors on expatriate adjustment as a set, all personality factors had a non-zero impact on adjustment (excluding agreeableness for work adjustment dimensions). Further, the greatest contribution to explained variance was generally made by extraversion, followed by emotional stability.
We now turn to our mediation analyses, though we first briefly review findings of our personality-expatriate turnover intentions meta-analyses (see Table 4), as these values served as input. Emotional stability ( = -.27), extraversion ( = -.13), and agreeableness ( = -.25) shared negative, non-zero correlations with turnover intentions. For openness ( = -.07) and conscientiousness ( = .01), we did not detect non-zero effects.
---Insert Table 4 about here---
Coefficients from our path models are reported in Table 5. The model predicting expatriate job performance [R2 = .16, F = 82.28, p < .001] is reported in the top half of the Table and the model predicting expatriate turnover intentions [R2 = .16, F = 100.46, p < .001] is reported in the bottom half of the Table. The a paths were reported earlier in Table 3; all were statistically significant. Table 5 reports a regression model whereby the dependent variable (i.e., performance or turnover intentions) was regressed onto adjustment and the FFM (providing b and c paths). Following the beta-weights and R2 in parentheses are results from a model excluding adjustment (i.e., the dependent variable regressed onto the FFM only; these are reported for the benefit of interested readers).
---Insert Table 5 about here---
In terms of job performance, the b path was statistically significant. As both the a and b paths were significant, following the joint significance test, and consistent with Hypothesis 6, we observed evidence suggesting that the indirect effect of each of the FFM traits on job performance through adjustment was non-zero (MacKinnon et al., 2002). In terms of turnover intentions, following with the joint significance test, and consistent with Hypothesis 7, we also observed evidence of mediation. That is, both the a paths and b path were statistically significant, suggesting that the indirect effects of the FFM traits on turnover intentions through adjustment were non-zero. Our findings support the long-held contention as explicated earlier that adjustment serves as a mediator linking expatriate personality traits to the more distal outcomes of job performance and turnover intentions.
Finally, to evaluate the presence and impact of publication bias, for each relationship between personality and overall expatriate adjustment, we carried out three tests: cumulative meta-analysis (CMA), Egger’s test of the intercept, and trim-and-fill. A detailed discussion of these methods is provided in Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, and Whetzel (2012). All analyses pointed to the absence of publication bias; results are available from the first author. 
Discussion
	Considering the central role of expatriate adjustment in the international assignment literature, understanding its determinants has been a key issue. Although a majority of research along these lines has examined determinants outlined in the Black et al. (1991) model (Kraimer et al., 2016), other research has recognized the possibility that adjustment could be influenced by an expatriate’s personality traits (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997). However, despite the volume of research carried out, it was not possible to draw firm conclusions from the existing literature due to variation in trait models used and findings reported. By helping to clarify the disparate and conflicting findings concerning personality-expatriate adjustment relations, our meta-analysis has advanced the international assignment literature.  
Our study has led to the significant conclusion that personality plays an important role as a determinant of expatriate adjustment. Indeed, as a set, the five personality factors accounted for 20% of the variance in measures of overall expatriate adjustment. This is a sizeable value that indicates a critical role served by traits as facilitators of expatriate adjustment. If we intend to develop a comprehensive theoretical account of expatriate adjustment, given the size of their effect, it is clear that personality traits must be considered. Further, despite the mixed findings evident in the literature, we observed that in fact all of the FFM traits shared positive and non-zero relationships with expatriate adjustment. Through the application of RWA, we identified that it was extraversion and emotional stability that generally accounted for the greatest proportion of predicted variance across adjustment dimensions. 
In addition to summarizing point estimates of population effects and carrying out regression and relative weight analyses, we tested the expectation that expatriate adjustment would act as a mediator linking the FFM to expatriate performance and turnover intentions. Results from our meta-analytic path analysis supported this contention. In short, our meta-analysis advanced cumulative knowledge in this area.
Theoretical Contributions
Although we anticipated that extraversion would be associated with adjustment, we did not anticipate that it would in particular emerge as the most important predictor of adjustment. Such a finding warrants deeper consideration, especially considering some theoretical confusion in this area. Shaffer et al. (2006) posed that sociability-oriented behaviors might not be universally accepted across cultures; extraversion might not facilitate formation of relationships and receipt of support globally because such behaviors might deviate from particular cultural norms and expectations. 
As reviewed earlier, the FFM of personality is hierarchical, with each factor encompassing narrower facets. A popular conceptualization of the hierarchical structure of the FFM is a two-facet model reported in DeYoung, Quilty, and Peterson (2007). The two facets of extraversion are (1) enthusiasm (i.e., sociability, outgoingness, friendliness, positivity) and (2) assertiveness (i.e., dominance, agency, ascendency). Among the facets of all FFM traits, it is the extraversion facets in particular whose relationships with various workplace outcomes tend to occur through different process mechanisms, suggesting the need for facet-level theorizing (Harari, Thompson, & Viswesvaran, 2018; Seltzer, Ones, & Tatar, 2017).
Much theorizing as it pertains to the role of extraversion emphasizes enthusiasm elements, such as building social networks and obtaining various forms of support (e.g., instrumental, emotional, etc.; Farh et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2003). However, as just noted, it is not necessarily clear that these types of behaviors associated with enthusiasm (at least not alone) can account for extraversion’s strong relationship with adjustment (Shaffer et al., 2006). Mechanisms linking assertiveness characteristics to adjustment require greater explication. 
Assertive individuals tend to exert control over their environments (Depue & Collins, 1999), leading them to, when confronted with stressors (such as those faced on international assignments), make challenge rather than threat appraisals (Tomaka et al., 1999). Assertive expatriates should therefore be less likely to interpret assignment demands as stressors. Felt stress should be lower and adjustment, therefore, higher. Further, this tendency to take control of one’s environment also leads assertive individuals to address problems head-on by using problem-focused coping strategies (Tanck & Robbins, 1979). Such an approach would be beneficial in overcoming difficulties faced overseas, facilitating adjustment. 
Extraversion could therefore exert such a sizeable effect on adjustment because both of its facets influence the criteria, each through different mechanisms. Conversely, in other domains such as the prediction of task performance, it is often the case that low validity of one facet (i.e., enthusiasm) brings down the higher validity of the other (i.e., assertiveness), when aggregated to a global score (Hough, 1992).  
As noted, the FFM accounted for a large portion of variance in adjustment. Although many studies have examined the FFM on expatriate adjustment, due to the variability in findings, until now, it was not apparent that personality traits would have such a noteworthy effect. This finding provides insight concerning characteristics of the environment faced by expatriates. 
Situations can vary from one another to the extent that they provide clear cues concerning behavioral expectations. The presence of situational demands along these lines (i.e., strong situations) act to constrain expression of personality traits, while absence of said demands (i.e., weak situations) allows personality traits to exert an influence (Mischel, 1977). The expatriate experience is often characterized as being uncertain – posing to expatriates a considerable amount of ambiguity (Bell & Harrison, 1996). Our findings are consistent with the theorizing in Shaffer et al. (2006) related to situational strength, in that the weakness of the situation would lead personality traits to have large effects on expatriate outcomes.
Practical Implications
	Expatriate adjustment interventions developed thus far tend to emphasize preparing expatriates before they leave for assignment (e.g., Deshpande & Viswesvaran, 1992). However, if interpersonal interactions when on assignment are critical for adjustment (which would be consistent with our finding suggesting the importance of extraversion), interventions that facilitate the development of interpersonal relations should be developed. For example, mentorship programs could match a new expatriate and his or her family with successfully adjusted expatriates who have been on assignment for a longer period of time (Johnson, Kristof-Brown, Van Vianen, De Pater, & Klein, 2003). Such interventions might be particularly useful for expatriates who are low in extraversion and may therefore be unlikely to form such relationships themselves.
Employee development programs make use of a wide variety of assessments, such as assessment centers, 360-degree ratings, and personality assessments (Noe, 2015). When developing such programs in Multinational Enterprises where employees would be expected to expatriate as they advance, personality assessments should be incorporated. Such an approach can be used to identify those employees who are likely to adjust adequately when on international assignments. 
Selection of expatriates has important differences from other types of selection decisions. As noted in Caligiuri et al. (2009), selecting expatriates for international assignments “is unique given that the selection systems involve a primary focus on predicting to a job context (working internationally) rather than job content (i.e., tasks, duties, position or title)” (p. 252). Since organizations make these decisions from a pool of applicants who can be considered qualified based on past performance in similar roles domestically, selection systems must identify those who can adapt adequately to the challenges that come with functioning in a foreign work environment (Kraimer et al., 2016; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985). 
Accordingly, this makes adjustment an important criterion against which predictors should be validated (Caligiuri et al., 2009). Following this, our findings have implications for expatriate selection. In addition to developing predictor batteries that assess dynamic competencies (e.g., language proficiency), stable competencies (i.e., personality traits) can be used for selection decision-making purposes. 
Conversely, Mol, Born, & van der Molen (2005) made a strong case for de-emphasizing adjustment as a criterion against which interventions involving expatriates should be evaluated. Although not discounting the importance of adjustment as a proximal determinant of performance, the authors contended that an over-emphasis on adjustment has come at the expense of greater specification and study of expatriate job performance as a criterion. Indeed, the relative merits of expatriate adjustment versus performance as a criterion for validating selection assessments will remain an important point of debate in the international assignment literature.
Limitations and Future Directions
Studies carried out to date have largely made use of heterogeneous samples of expatriates (e.g., from a variety of home-countries, stationed in a variety of host-countries, etc.). Because of this, we were unable to account for between-study variation (and our analyses did suggest that these relationships were generally heterogeneous; that is, that moderators exist that impact their magnitude). Although we provided substantial clarity concerning main effects of personality on expatriate adjustment, turnover intentions, and mediating effects, more work is needed to explicate and test boundary conditions. That is to say, while meta-analysis was the appropriate methodology for addressing the issues raised in our manuscript, the characteristics of the samples are not amendable to testing effects of various theoretically-relevant moderators. 
In addition to the mechanisms linking personality to expatriate adjustment discussed earlier, the effect of personality might be increased when expatriate personal characteristics match the host-country culture – this speaks to the cultural fit hypothesis (Ward & Chang, 1997). According to the cultural fit hypothesis, international adjustment is maximized when the behaviors and motivations typified by one’s personality traits match the values, norms, and expectations of the host-country (Searle & Ward, 1990). As a result of this match, expatriates have an easier time fitting into the host country (Peltokorpi & Froese, 2014). In particular, variation in individualism-collectivism across cultures has been discussed as a characteristic with important relevance for personality-culture fit (Ward, Leong, & Low, 2004).
A primary distinction between individualistic and collectivistic cultures is the extent to which the self is construed as independent from others (i.e., in individualistic cultures) versus interdependent with others (i.e., in collectivist cultures; Triandis, 1995). Individualistic cultures can be described as agentic. In these cultures, people are autonomous and independent, putting achievement of their own goals ahead of the goals of their groups and maintenance of harmonious relationships (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010). Conversely, collectivistic cultures can be described as other-oriented or communal. In such cultures, people are highly concerned with maintaining harmonious interrelationships with others even at the expense of achieving their own personal goals (Ohbuchi, Fukushima, & Tedeschi, 1999). 
The motives encompassed by individual differences in extraversion and conscientiousness provide better cultural fit with the values, norms, and expectations of individualistic cultures as compared to collectivistic cultures. Extraversion and conscientiousness are associated with status-striving and achievement-striving motives, respectively (Barrick, Mount, & Li, 2013; Harari et al., 2018). Such motives are at odds with collectivistic cultural norms, where group achievement is placed ahead of individual achievement, but fit with the norms and expectations of individualistic cultures (Hofstede et al., 2010; Triandis, 1995). Because the motives that are indicative of extraversion and conscientiousness are inherently agentic, the cultural fit hypothesis would predict that extraversion and conscientiousness would be a stronger predictor of adjustment in individualistic vs. collectivist cultures.
Conversely, agreeableness is associated with communion-striving motives (Barrick et al., 2013). The motivation to form and maintain harmonious relationships with others fits the cultural expectations in collectivistic cultures (i.e., other-orientation, communion) vs. individualistic cultures (i.e., agency, self-orientation; Ohbuchi et al., 1999). The cultural fit hypothesis would therefore predict that agreeableness is a better predictor of adjustment in collectivistic vs. individualistic cultures. Note as a caveat that, due to the mechanisms described in our earlier hypothesis development sections, personality traits should predict adjustment in both cultures. For instance, even in collectivistic cultures, behaviors associated with extraversion that lead to the formation of support should still positively affect adjustment; the magnitude, though, might differ. 
Future research should build on the theoretical rationale laid out here, evaluating the role of cultural values on personality-expatriate adjustment relationships. Large sample primary studies are needed to evaluate this position. Specifically, we would recommend assigning each participant an individualism score based on their host-country. Host-country individualism can then be tested as a moderator of personality-adjustment relationships. 
It is worth noting that some recent scholarship has suggested that RWA might be a suboptimal indicator of relative importance (Thomas, Zumbo, Kwan & Sweitzer, 2014). It would be useful for future research to consider the relative contribution of the FFM traits towards the prediction of adjustment using alternate approaches. One approach that can be considered is residualization (Salgado, Moscoso, & Berges, 2013; Salgado et al., 2015), which however, cannot be carried out using meta-analytic data. 
Conclusion
	Although a large literature into personality-expatriate adjustment relationships had emerged in the literature, conclusions from this research were unclear. We addressed this issue in the present study by meta-analytically synthesizing two decades of research into personality-expatriate adjustment relationships. In so doing, we observed consistent evidence suggesting that personality traits exert a noteworthy impact on expatriate adjustment outcomes. Thus, despite some limitations, our analysis provided compelling evidence suggesting that personality traits play an important role in expatriate adjustment processes, bearing implications for both theory and practice.
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Table 1
Artifact distributions 
	
	Adj
	Gen
	Int
	Work
	TI
	ES
	O
	E
	C
	A

	M
	.86
	.81
	.87
	.86
	.78
	.82
	.78
	.82
	.79
	.75

	SD
	.09
	.07
	.06
	.05
	.08
	.07
	.07
	.06
	.08
	.08


Note. Adj = Overall Adjustment, Gen = General Adjustment, Int = Interactional Adjustment, Work = Work Adjustment, TI = Turnover Intentions, ES = Emotional Stability, O = Openness, E = Extraversion, C = Conscientiousness, A = Agreeableness, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation.


Table 2
Meta-analysis of FFM-expatriate adjustment relationships by adjustment dimension
	
	k
	N
	r
	
	
	%Var
	CVL
	CVU
	CIL
	CIU

	Emotional Stability
	26
	4115
	0.24
	0.29
	0.14
	30.13%
	0.11
	0.46
	0.23
	0.35

	   General
	13
	2452
	0.18
	0.22
	0.10
	41.89%
	0.09
	0.35
	0.15
	0.29

	   Interactional
	14
	2634
	0.16
	0.19
	0.11
	37.01%
	0.05
	0.34
	0.12
	0.27

	   Work
	14
	2881
	0.25
	0.29
	0.15
	22.25%
	0.10
	0.48
	0.20
	0.38

	Extraversion
	31
	4513
	0.25
	0.30
	0.13
	32.57%
	0.12
	0.47
	0.24
	0.36

	   General
	16
	2661
	0.22
	0.27
	0.10
	42.89%
	0.14
	0.41
	0.21
	0.34

	   Interactional
	18
	2977
	0.20
	0.24
	0.11
	40.46%
	0.10
	0.38
	0.18
	0.31

	   Work
	14
	2378
	0.22
	0.26
	0.16
	22.52%
	0.05
	0.47
	0.17
	0.36

	Openness
	27
	5288
	0.19
	0.24
	0.16
	21.19%
	0.03
	0.45
	0.17
	0.31

	   General
	14
	3626
	0.15
	0.19
	0.11
	32.71%
	0.04
	0.33
	0.11
	0.25

	   Interactional
	14
	3743
	0.18
	0.22
	0.11
	30.33%
	0.08
	0.36
	0.15
	0.29

	   Work
	14
	3982
	0.18
	0.22
	0.16
	15.81%
	0.01
	0.43
	0.12
	0.32

	Conscientiousness
	22
	4137
	0.16
	0.19
	0.10
	42.32%
	0.06
	0.32
	0.13
	0.24

	   General
	12
	2735
	0.10
	0.13
	0.07
	55.87%
	0.03
	0.22
	0.06
	0.19

	   Interactional
	13
	2917
	0.13
	0.16
	0.00
	100.00%
	0.16
	0.16
	0.11
	0.19

	   Work
	13
	2743
	0.20
	0.24
	0.08
	47.23%
	0.13
	0.35
	0.17
	0.30

	Agreeableness
	19
	3796
	0.19
	0.23
	0.17
	20.32%
	0.02
	0.45
	0.15
	0.32

	   General
	10
	2215
	0.11
	0.14
	0.10
	41.53%
	0.01
	0.27
	0.05
	0.22

	   Interactional
	12
	2414
	0.15
	0.19
	0.09
	48.31%
	0.08
	0.30
	0.12
	0.26

	   Work
	9
	1906
	0.12
	0.15
	0.07
	58.26%
	0.06
	0.24
	0.07
	0.22


Note. K = number of independent samples included in analysis, N = pooled sample size, r = observed sample size-weighted correlation, ρ = sample size-weighted corrected correlation, σρ = sample size-weighted standard deviation of corrected correlations, %Var = percent variance accounted for in correlations by sampling error, CV = 80% credibility intervals, CI = 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 3
Results of regression and relative weight analyses for overall and dimension-level adjustment
	
	Overall
	
	General
	
	Interactional
	
	Work
	
	Multivariate

	
	Β
	RW
	R-RW
	
	β
	RW
	R-RW
	
	β
	RW
	R-RW
	
	β
	RW
	R-RW
	
	RW
	R-RW

	Emotional Stability
	.16*
	.05
	23.32%
	
	.12*
	.03
	21.38%
	
	.07*
	.02
	12.37%
	
	.17*
	.05
	26.46%
	
	.02
	21.87%

	Openness
	.17*
	.04
	20.23%
	
	.14*
	.03
	19.81%
	
	.18*
	.04
	28.12%
	
	.17*
	.04
	19.44%
	
	.02
	20.97%

	Extraversion
	.22*
	.07
	31.99%
	
	.22*
	.06
	43.86%
	
	.18*
	.04
	31.58%
	
	.20*
	.05
	26.31%
	
	.03
	30.64%

	Conscientiousness
	.13*
	.02
	11.97%
	
	.10*
	.01
	9.27%
	
	.13*
	.02
	14.31%
	
	.21*
	.05
	24.31%
	
	.02
	18.92%

	Agreeableness
	.10*
	.03
	12.49%
	
	.03*
	.01
	5.69%
	
	.09*
	.02
	13.62%
	
	.00
	.01
	3.49%
	
	.01
	7.61%

	R2
	.20
	
	
	
	.13
	
	
	
	.13
	
	
	
	.19
	
	
	
	.09
	


Note. *statistically significant at p < .05. Statistical significance of relative weights and rescaled relative weights requires bootstrapping and therefore cannot be computed from correlation matrices. β = Standardized regression weights, RW = raw relative weights, R-RW = rescaled relative weights.




Table 4
Meta-analysis of FFM-expatriate turnover intentions relationships
	
	k
	N
	r
	
	
	%Var
	CVL
	CVU
	CIL
	CIU

	Emotional Stability
	7
	850
	-0.22
	-0.27
	0.07
	70.11%
	-0.36
	-0.18
	-0.38
	-0.18

	Extraversion
	10
	1068
	-0.10
	-0.13
	0.02
	96.58%
	-0.16
	-0.1
	-0.20
	-0.05

	Openness
	7
	850
	-0.06
	-0.07
	0.13
	43.41%
	-0.24
	0.10
	-0.21
	0.06

	Conscientiousness
	7
	850
	0.01
	0.01
	0.13
	44.49%
	-0.16
	0.17
	-0.13
	0.14

	Agreeableness
	7
	850
	-0.19
	-0.25
	0.00
	100.00%
	-0.25
	-0.25
	-0.33
	-0.18


Note. K = number of independent samples included in analysis, N = pooled sample size, r = observed sample size-weighted correlation, ρ = sample size-weighted corrected correlation, σρ = sample size-weighted standard deviation of corrected correlations, %Var = percent variance accounted for in correlations by sampling error, CV = 80% credibility intervals, CI = 95% confidence intervals.



Table 5
Path analysis results
	IV
	Path
	β
	R2

	DV = Performance

	Adjustment
	b
	.28*
	.16* (.09*)

	Emotional Stability
	c1
	-.02 (.02)
	

	Openness
	c2
	.06* (.11*)
	

	Extraversion
	c3
	.09* (.15*)
	

	Conscientiousness
	c4
	.16* (.20*)
	

	Agreeableness
	c5
	.02 (.04*)
	

	DV = Turnover Intentions

	Adjustment
	b
	-.20*
	.16* (.13*)

	Emotional Stability
	c1
	-.21* (-.24*)
	

	Openness
	c2
	.04* (.01)
	

	Extraversion
	c3
	0.00 (-.05*)
	

	Conscientiousness
	c4
	.16* (.13*)
	

	Agreeableness
	c5
	-.20* (-.22*)
	


Note. a paths (the FFM to expatriate adjustment) are presented in Table 4. Values in parentheses are from the regression model with adjustment excluded.




Appendix A
Coefficients that contributed to the meta-analysis
	ID
	Citation
	Dimension
	N
	OA
	OTI
	CA
	CTI
	EA
	ETI
	AA
	ATI
	ESA
	ESTI

	1
	Albrecht, 2005
	Overall
	64
	0.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.13
	

	1a
	Albrecht, 2005
	Interactional
	64
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	
	0.15
	
	
	

	2
	Albrecht, 2006
	Overall
	135
	0.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.30
	

	2a
	Albrecht, 2006
	Interactional
	135
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	
	0.11
	
	
	

	2b
	Albrecht, 2006
	Work
	135
	
	
	0.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Albrecht et al., 2014
	Overall
	1416
	0.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3a
	Albrecht et al., 2014
	General
	1416
	0.09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3b
	Albrecht et al., 2014
	Interactional
	1416
	0.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3c
	Albrecht et al., 2014
	Work
	1408
	0.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Bruning et al., 2012
	General
	65
	0.04
	
	
	
	0.24
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Caligiuri, 1995
	Overall
	135
	-0.07
	0.15
	-0.11
	-0.12
	0.23
	-0.16
	0.21
	-0.27
	0.14
	-0.21

	6
	Chen et al., 2010
	Work
	556
	0.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.35
	

	7
	Chiu et al., 2009
	Overall
	171
	
	
	
	
	0.37
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Downes et al. (2010)
	Overall
	118
	0.28
	
	0.19
	
	0.32
	
	0.25
	
	0.34
	

	9
	Ercan, 2014
	Overall
	238
	-0.03
	
	0.22
	
	0.15
	
	0.03
	
	0.17
	

	9a
	Ercan, 2014
	General
	238
	0.04
	
	0.09
	
	0.12
	
	0
	
	0.07
	

	9b
	Ercan, 2014
	Interactional
	238
	0
	
	0.15
	
	0.18
	
	0.02
	
	0.16
	

	9c
	Ercan, 2014
	Work
	238
	-0.11
	
	0.28
	
	0.04
	
	0.04
	
	0.17
	

	10
	Ercan, 2014
	Overall
	460
	
	
	0.15
	
	
	
	0.15
	
	
	

	10a
	Ercan, 2014
	General
	460
	
	
	0.1
	
	
	
	0.1
	
	
	

	10b
	Ercan, 2014
	Interactional
	460
	
	
	0.11
	
	
	
	0.13
	
	
	

	10c
	Ercan, 2014
	Work
	460
	
	
	0.12
	
	
	
	0.1
	
	
	

	11
	Evans (2012)
	Overall
	111
	0.34
	
	0.31
	
	0.23
	
	0.34
	
	0.37
	

	12
	Freeman & Olson-Buchanan, 2013
	Overall
	61
	0.34
	
	0.05
	
	0.04
	
	0.23
	
	0.04
	

	12a
	Freeman & Olson-Buchanan, 2013
	General
	61
	0.28
	
	-0.03
	
	0.02
	
	0.2
	
	0
	

	12b
	Freeman & Olson-Buchanan, 2013
	Interactional
	61
	0.25
	
	0.01
	
	0.07
	
	0.13
	
	0.09
	

	12c
	Freeman & Olson-Buchanan, 2013
	Work
	61
	0.39
	
	0.16
	
	0.02
	
	0.29
	
	0.01
	

	13
	Groesch, 2004
	Overall
	202
	0.14
	-0.17
	-0.07
	0.18
	0.02
	0.05
	-0.03
	-0.23
	0.12
	-0.09

	14
	Hardy (2011)
	
	91
	
	-0.14
	
	-0.09
	
	-0.27
	
	-0.2
	
	-0.41

	15
	Harrison et al. (1996)
	Overall
	99
	
	
	0.35
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15a
	Harrison et al. (1996)
	General
	99
	
	
	0.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15b
	Harrison et al. (1996)
	Interactional
	99
	
	
	0.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15c
	Harrison et al. (1996)
	Work
	99
	
	
	0.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Huang et al., 2005
	Overall
	83
	0.7
	
	-0.03
	
	0.67
	
	0.55
	
	-0.06
	

	16a
	Huang et al., 2005
	Work
	83
	0.52
	
	-0.07
	
	0.41
	
	0.35
	
	-0.15
	

	16b
	Huang et al., 2005
	Interactional
	83
	0.53
	
	-0.01
	
	0.58
	
	0.54
	
	0.04
	

	16c
	Huang et al., 2005
	General
	83
	0.59
	
	0.01
	
	0.59
	
	0.39
	
	-0.03
	

	17
	Huff et al. 2014
	Overall
	155
	0.25
	
	0.13
	
	0.1
	
	0.02
	
	0.28
	

	17a
	Huff et al. 2014
	General
	155
	0.14
	
	0.17
	
	0.03
	
	-0.03
	
	0.25
	

	17b
	Huff et al. 2014
	Interactional
	155
	0.34
	
	0.02
	
	0.09
	
	0.05
	
	0.28
	

	17c
	Huff et al. 2014
	Work
	155
	0.14
	
	0.14
	
	0.12
	
	0.02
	
	0.17
	

	18
	Johnson et al., 2003
	Overall
	75
	
	
	
	
	0.35
	
	
	
	
	

	18a
	Johnson et al., 2003
	General
	75
	
	
	
	
	0.2
	
	
	
	
	

	18b
	Johnson et al., 2003
	Interactional
	75
	
	
	
	
	0.19
	
	
	
	
	

	18c
	Johnson et al., 2003
	Work
	75
	
	
	
	
	0.37
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Kim, 2008
	Overall
	338
	0.24
	
	0.26
	
	0.22
	
	0.17
	
	0.23
	

	19a
	Kim, 2008
	Work
	338
	0.24
	
	0.32
	
	0.18
	
	0.12
	
	0.2
	

	19b
	Kim, 2008
	Interactional
	338
	0.17
	
	0.15
	
	0.2
	
	0.19
	
	0.18
	

	19c
	Kim, 2008
	General
	338
	0.14
	
	0.13
	
	0.13
	
	0.07
	
	0.14
	

	20
	Ochumbo, 2008
	Overall
	28
	0.21
	
	
	
	0.13
	
	
	
	0.07
	

	21
	Ornoy et al. 2014
	Overall
	309
	0.41
	
	0.24
	
	0.3
	
	0.12
	
	0.22
	

	21a
	Ornoy et al. 2014
	General
	309
	0.32
	
	0.22
	
	0.24
	
	0.02
	
	0.23
	

	21b
	Ornoy et al. 2014
	Interactional
	309
	0.34
	
	0.17
	
	0.24
	
	0.17
	
	0.13
	

	22
	Peltokorpi (2008)
	Overall
	110
	0.24
	
	
	
	0.24
	
	
	
	0.24
	

	22a
	Peltokorpi (2008)
	Interactional
	110
	0.11
	
	
	
	0.01
	
	
	
	-0.04
	

	22b
	Peltokorpi (2008)
	General
	110
	0.19
	
	
	
	0.23
	
	
	
	0.31
	

	22c
	Peltokorpi (2008)
	Work
	110
	0.28
	
	
	
	0.35
	
	
	
	0.32
	

	23
	Peltokorip & Froese (2012)
	Overall
	181
	0.29
	
	
	
	0.31
	
	
	
	0.28
	

	23a
	Peltokorip & Froese (2012)
	Interactional
	181
	0.22
	
	
	
	0.15
	
	
	
	0.08
	

	23b
	Peltokorip & Froese (2012)
	General
	181
	0.21
	
	
	
	0.22
	
	
	
	0.25
	

	23c
	Peltokorip & Froese (2012)
	Work
	181
	0.28
	
	
	
	0.37
	
	
	
	0.35
	

	24
	Ramalu et al., 2010
	Overall
	332
	0.25
	
	0.20
	
	0.18
	
	0.26
	
	0.21
	

	24a
	Ramalu et al., 2010
	General
	332
	0.20
	
	0.13
	
	0.23
	
	0.19
	
	0.16
	

	24b
	Ramalu et al., 2010
	Interactional
	332
	0.16
	
	0.07
	
	0.11
	
	0.18
	
	0.09
	

	24c
	Ramalu et al., 2010
	Work
	332
	0.20
	
	0.26
	
	0.07
	
	0.21
	
	0.22
	

	25
	Reid, 2010
	Overall
	425
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.48
	
	
	

	26
	Ren et al. (2015)
	Overall
	121
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	

	26a
	Ren et al. (2015)
	General
	121
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	

	26b
	Ren et al. (2015)
	Work
	121
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	

	26c
	Ren et al. (2015)
	Interactional
	121
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	

	27
	Robinson, 2003
	Overall
	128
	-0.02
	0.1
	0.08
	0.14
	0.16
	-0.05
	0.18
	-0.11
	0.05
	-0.17

	27a
	Robinson, 2003
	General
	128
	-0.01
	
	-0.04
	
	0.2
	
	0.31
	
	0.07
	

	27b
	Robinson, 2003
	Interactional
	128
	-0.01
	
	0.15
	
	0.11
	
	0.06
	
	-0.01
	

	27c
	Robinson, 2003
	Work
	128
	0.00
	
	0.15
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.03
	
	0.00
	

	28
	Selmer & Lauring, 2014
	Overall
	285
	
	
	
	
	0.42
	
	
	
	0.42
	

	28a
	Selmer & Lauring, 2014
	General
	285
	
	
	
	
	0.35
	
	
	
	0.37
	

	28b
	Selmer & Lauring, 2014
	Interactional
	285
	
	
	
	
	0.31
	
	
	
	0.31
	

	28c
	Selmer & Lauring, 2014
	Work
	285
	
	
	
	
	0.37
	
	
	
	0.33
	

	29
	Shaffer et al., 1999
	Overall
	421
	
	
	0.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29a
	Shaffer et al., 1999
	Work
	421
	
	
	0.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29b
	Shaffer et al., 1999
	Interactional
	421
	
	
	0.12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29c
	Shaffer et al., 1999
	General
	421
	
	
	-0.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Shaffer et al., 2006
	Overall
	111
	0.24
	-0.01
	0.17
	-0.19
	0.37
	-0.08
	0.27
	-0.17
	0.29
	-0.3

	30a
	Shaffer et al., 2006
	General
	111
	0.09
	
	0.16
	
	0.35
	
	0.17
	
	0.16
	

	30b
	Shaffer et al., 2006
	Interactional
	111
	0.19
	
	0.14
	
	0.25
	
	0.32
	
	0.26
	

	30c
	Shaffer et al., 2006
	Work
	111
	0.3
	
	0.1
	
	0.27
	
	0.15
	
	0.26
	

	31
	Stierle et al., 2002
	Overall
	126
	0.16
	-0.13
	0.17
	-0.02
	0.23
	-0.16
	0.02
	-0.1
	0.44
	-0.31

	32
	Stockert, 2015
	Overall
	64
	0.04
	
	-0.09
	
	0.15
	
	
	
	
	

	33
	Sugiura, 2004
	Overall
	72
	
	
	
	
	0.20
	-0.14
	
	
	
	

	34
	Sugiura, 2004
	Overall
	73
	
	
	
	
	0.39
	-0.03
	
	
	
	

	35
	Sugiura, 2004
	Overall
	73
	
	
	
	
	0.26
	-0.18
	
	
	
	

	36
	Swagler & Jome, 2005
	Overall
	125
	0.13
	
	0.18
	
	0.27
	
	0.19
	
	0.33
	

	37
	Tsang, 2001
	Overall
	91
	
	
	
	
	0.34
	
	
	
	
	

	37a
	Tsang, 2001
	General
	91
	
	
	
	
	0.17
	
	
	
	
	

	37b
	Tsang, 2001
	Interactional
	91
	
	
	
	
	0.43
	
	
	
	
	

	38
	Turner, 2007
	Overall
	99
	0.3
	
	
	
	0.39
	
	
	
	
	

	38a
	Turner, 2007
	General
	99
	0.25
	
	
	
	0.37
	
	
	
	
	

	38b
	Turner, 2007
	Interactional
	99
	0.14
	
	
	
	0.36
	
	
	
	
	

	38c
	Turner, 2007
	Work
	99
	0.29
	
	
	
	0.22
	
	
	
	
	

	39
	Van der Bank & Rothmann 2006
	Overall
	95
	-0.23
	
	0.12
	
	-0.19
	
	-0.1
	
	-0.03
	

	40
	van Erp et al., 2014
	Overall
	98
	0.32
	
	
	
	0.13
	
	
	
	0.03
	

	41
	Ward, 2004
	
	57
	
	-0.29
	
	-0.04
	
	-0.22
	
	-0.32
	
	-0.14

	42
	Ward et al., 2004
	Overall
	244
	0.07
	
	0.12
	
	0.2
	
	0.12
	
	0.36
	

	43
	Wu & Bodigerel-Koehler (2013)
	Overall
	182
	0.49
	
	0.34
	
	0.44
	
	
	
	0.53
	

	43a
	Wu & Bodigerel-Koehler (2013)
	Interactional
	182
	0.35
	
	0.26
	
	0.29
	
	
	
	0.42
	

	43b
	Wu & Bodigerel-Koehler (2013)
	Work
	182
	0.50
	
	0.33
	
	0.46
	
	
	
	0.50
	


Note. Dimension = adjustment dimension, O = openness, C = conscientiousness, E = extraversion, A = agreeableness, ES = emotional stability, A = correlations involving adjustment, TI = correlations involving turnover intentions.

Appendix B
True score correlation matrices used in regression, relative weight, and path analyses
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1
	Adjustment
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	General
	--
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Interactional
	--
	0.52b
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Work
	--
	0.40b
	0.39b
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Turnover Intentions
	-0.27b
	--
	--
	--
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Performance
	0.35c
	--
	--
	--
	--
	1
	
	
	
	

	7
	Extraversion
	0.30a
	0.27a
	0.24a
	0.26a
	-0.13a
	0.18c
	1
	
	
	

	8
	Emotional Stability
	0.29a
	0.22a
	0.19a
	0.29a
	-0.27a
	0.13c
	0.19d
	1
	
	

	9
	Agreeableness
	0.23a
	0.14a
	0.19a
	0.15a
	-0.25a
	0.14c
	0.17d
	0.25d
	1
	

	10
	Conscientiousness
	0.19a
	0.13a
	0.16a
	0.24a
	0.01a
	0.21c
	0.00d
	0.26d
	0.27d
	1

	11
	Openness
	0.24a
	0.19a
	0.22a
	0.22a
	-0.07a
	0.13c
	0.17d
	0.16d
	0.11d
	-0.06d


Note. To conserve space, all matrices have been merged into a single matrix. Cells that are not needed for analyses are marked with   “--.”  aPresent study, bHerchanova et al., (2003), cMol et al. (2005), and dOnes (1993). Adjustment-turnover intentions and -performance correlations are composites of reported correlations involving adjustment dimensions.

